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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1, 6, 9-13, 17-21, 23, 24 and 28-34 are pending. Applicant has amended claims 1, 
6, 9, 13, 17, 21, 24, 28, 33 and 34 and canceled claims 2-5, 7-8, 14-16, 22 and 25-27. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

2. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicants submission filed on 3/20/2006 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to 
non- statutory subject matter. The claims are directed to a signal directly or indirectly by 
claiming a medium and the Specification recite evidence where the computer readable 
medium is define as a "wave" (such as a carrier wave). In that event, the claims are directed 
to a form of energy which at present the office feels does not fall into a category of invention. 
The following link on the World Wide Web is for the United States Patent And Trademark 
Office (USPTO) policy on 35 U.S.C. §101. 
<http://www.uspto. go v/web/offices/pac/dapp/opla/preognotice/ guidelines 1 0 1 2005 1 026.pdf> 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1, 6, 13, 21, 23, 24, 28 and 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kannan et al. (U.S. 5,815,702) in view of Bak et al. (U.S. 6,415,381 Bl) 
further in view of Anschuetz et al. (U.S. 5,305,455). 

6. As to claim 1, Kannan teaches receiving an exception caused due to a runtime fault in a 
thread executing the application (The current instruction 302 ... a general protection fault; col. 6, 
line 66 - col. 7, line 2), dispatching the exception to an exception handler (The operating system 
... to the chain of exception handlers; col. 7, lines 5-8), trapping the exception before the 
exception reaches the exception handler when the exception handler is a top level exception 
handler which terminates the application (The exception handler 115 ... terminate the 
application; col. 4, lines 44-47 and col. 1, line 48 - col. 2, line 1 1), and continuing execution of 
the application (the application to continue executing; col. 4, lines 58-64 and the exception 
handler ... in the proper manner; col. 7, lines 29-33). 
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7. However, Kannan does not teach translating the trapped exception into an exception that 
the application is capable of handling, the application is a C++ based application and the 
exception is a C++ exception, C++ exception handler, determining if there is an application 
based C++ exception handler which is capable of resolving the translated exception, and 
terminating the thread that caused the exception when there is not C++ based exception handler 
which is capable of resolving the translated exception. 

8. Bak teaches a Java based application (a Java program; col. 5, lines 1-2), and translating 
the trapped exception into an exception that the application is capable of handling, wherein the 
trapped exception is translated into the exception which is able to be resolved by an application 
exception handler (Shield 715 catches ...the exception is passed on; col. 11, lines 50-55), 
determining if there is an application exception handler which is capable of resolving the 
translated exception (col. 12, lines 46-63). Although Bak does not teach C++ language, one of 
ordinary skill in the art could apply the concept taught by Bak into different programming 
language. Furthermore, both Java and C++ are object-oriented programming languages. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teaching of Kannan and Bak because it would improve the performance the system 
of Kannan by being able to handle the exception in multiple programming languages. 

9. Anschuetz teaches terminating the thread that caused the exception (col. 5, lines 9-16). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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combine the teaching of Kannan and Anschuetz because it provides a method to handle the 
exception on a per thread basis. 

10. As to claim 6, Kannan does not teach the continuing step allows continuing execution of 
the application after the thread is terminated. Kannan teaches the application is continue 
execution after the application generates a fatal exception which always causes termination to the 
application (abstract). Anschuetz teaches terminating the thread that caused the exception (col. 5, 
lines 9-16). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teaching of Kannan and Anschuetz because it provides a 
method to handle the exception on a per thread basis, and the application has change to continue 
execution. 

11. As to claim 13, see rejection of claim 1 above. Kannan further teaches the application 
being executed under an operating system having one or more low level exception handlers and a 
top level exception handler (Loaded into and executing ...processor of a computer; col. 4, lines 
4-12 and The operating system ... itself; col. 4, lines 23-30). 

12. As to claim 21, it corresponds to the method claim of claim 1 except it is a computer 
system claim. 

13. As to claim 23, Kannan teaches the exception trapper is provided in place of a top level 
exception handler which terminates the application (The exception handler 1 15 is inserted in the 
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exception handler chain 1 14 ahead of all operating system provided exception handlers; col. 6, 
lines 37-42). 

14. As to claim 24, Kannan teaches an application system for recovering an application from 
a runtime fault caused in a thread (A method ... a fatal exception; abstract), the application 
running under an operating system having an exception dispatcher (inherent from the operating 
system ... of exception handlers; col. 7, lines 5-8), one or more low level exception handlers and 
a top level exception handler which terminates the application (The operating system . . . itself; 
col. 4, lines 23-30 and Certain types of application errors . . . fatal exception; col. 1, line 47 - col. 
2, line 1 1), an exception trapper placed between the exception dispatcher and the top level 
exception handler for trapping an exception before the exception reaches the top level exception 
handler (The exception handler 1 15 is inserted in the exception handler chain 1 14 ahead of all 
operating system provided exception handlers; col. 6, lines 37-42 and The exception handler 115 
. . . terminate the application; col. 4, lines 44-47), the exception being caused due to a runtime 
fault in a thread executing an application (The current instruction 302 ... a general protection 
fault; col. 6, line 66 - col. 7, line 2), and a trapped exception handler for handling the trapped 
exception (The exception handler 115 ... terminate the application; col. 4, lines 44-47 and the 
crash guard process 107; col. 4, lines 38-64). 

15. However, Kannan does not teach translating the trapped exception into an exception that 
the application is capable of handling, nor the application is a C++ based application, the 
exception is a C++ exception, a trapped exception handler for handling the trapped exception, 
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the trapped exception handler having an exception handler selector for determining if there is an 
application based C++ exception handler that is capable of resolving the exception translated by 
the exception translator, and a thread terminator for terminating the thread when there is not C++ 
based exception handler that is capable of handling the translated exception. 

16. Bak teaches a Java based application (a Java program; col. 5, lines 1-2), and translating 
the trapped exception into an exception that the application is capable of handling, wherein the 
trapped exception is translated into the exception which is able to be resolved by an application 
exception handler (Shield 715 catches ...the exception is passed on; col. 11, lines 50-55), 
determining if there is an application exception handler which is capable of resolving the 
translated exception (col. 12, lines 46-63). Although Bak does not teach C++ language, one of 
ordinary skill in the art could apply the concept taught by Bak into different programming 
language. Furthermore, both Java and C++ are object-oriented programming languages. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teaching of Kannan and Bak because it would improve the performance the system 
of Kannan by being able to handle the exception in multiple programming languages. 

1 7. Anschuetz teaches terminating the thread that caused the exception (col. 5, lines 9-16). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine the teaching of Kannan and Anschuetz because it provides a method to handle the 
exception on a per thread basis. 
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18. As to claim 28, Kannan teaches the trapped exception handler further comprises a state 
restorer for restoring the state that the application was in before the fault occurred to continued 
the execution of the application (col. 7, lines 3-5). 

19. As to claims 33 and 34, they correspond to the method claim of claim 1 except they are 
computer readable memory element of computer electronic signals claims, respectively. 

20. Claims 9-12, 17-20, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kannan et aL (U.S. 5,815,702) in view of Bak et al. (U.S. 6,415,381 Bl) 
and Anschuetz et al. (U.S. 5,305,455) further in view of LeVine et al. (U.S. 6,591,379 Bl). 

21 . As to claim 9, Kannan does not teach logging state information representing the state that 
the application was in before occurrence of the exception caused the termination of the thread. 
LeVine teaches logging state information representing the state that the application was in before 
occurrence of the exception caused the termination of the thread (col. 7, lines 2-7 and col. 8, 
lines 41-46 and Fig. 5). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine the teaching of Kannan and LeVine because LeVine' s 
logging state information would improve the reliability of Kannan' s system by saving all 
necessary information for later recovery. 
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22. As to claim 10, Kannan does not teach forwarding the logged information to a remote 
database over a computer network. LeVine teaches forwarding the logged information to a 
remote database over a computer network (col. 7, lines 5-8). 

23. As to claim 11, Kannan teaches receiving a recommendation from the remote database 
(col. 6, lines 15-18), and informing the recommendation to the user (col. 7, lines 34-44). 

24. As to claim 12, Kannan does not teach forwarding a bug report to a bug report center 
over a computer network. LeVine teaches forwarding a bug report to a bug report center over a 
computer network (col. 8, lines 1-8). 

25. As to claim 17, see rejection of claim 9 above. 

26. As to claim 18, see rejection of claim 10 above. 

27. As to claim 19, see rejection of claim 1 1 above. 

28. As to claim 20, see rejection of claim 12 above. 



29. 



As to claim 29, see rejection of claim 9 above. 
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30. Claims 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kannan et al. (U.S. 5,815,702) in view of Bak et al. (U.S. 6,415,381 Bl), Anschuetz et al. 
(U.S. 5,305,455) and LeVine et al. (U.S. 6,591,379 Bl) further in view of Lillevold (U.S. 
6,230,284 Bl). 

31. As to claim 30, Kannan does not teach a query generator for generating a query including 
the state information to query a recommendation from a remote database over a computer 
network. Lillevold teaches the crash handler program determines the state of the computer, sends 
the information to the server, and the server, based on this information, send revision code to the 
computer to avoid the crash next time (col. 3, lines 21-27). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine the teaching of Kannan 
and Lillevold because it would improve the performance of Kannan system by obtaining correct 
help from server when it is not available locally. 

32. As to claim 3 1, see rejection of claim 1 1 above. 

33. As to claim 32, see rejection of claim 12 above. 

Response to Arguments 

34. Applicant's arguments filed 3/20/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant arguments in substance that Anschuetz does not disclose exception handling at 
the application level because Anschuetz receives an exception of an operation system, and 
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dispatches the exception to an exception handler, and thread in the system is Anschuetz is a 
thread executing a process in the operating system, and Anschuetz' s system manages exceptions 
on a thread basis in the operating system, wherein the present invention as recited in claim 1 
enables the C++ based application to handle exceptions by itself programmatically. 
Examiner respectfully traverses Applicant's arguments: 

1) The claims are rejected under the combination of Kannan, Bak, and Anschuetz, not 
any one of them alone. As set forth in the rejection of claim 1, Kannan and Bak clearly teach the 
application is able to handle exceptions by itself programmatically. 

2) The exception in Anschuetz is application based exception (user exception; col. 4, 
lines 1-3,33). 

3) The reference of Anschuetz is used to teach terminating the thread that causes the 
exception. Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to apply the teaching of 
Anschuetz to the system ofKannan. 

Therefore, the arguments are not persuasive. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Diem K. Cao whose telephone number is (571) 272-3760. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30AM - 3:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on (571) 272-371 8. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
PO Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 S 



Diem Cao 




